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I hereby certify that this correspondence is being 
deposited with the United Sates Postal Service with 
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Dear Examiner: 



PRE-APPEAL BRIEF REQUEST FOR REVIEW 

Issues regarding the Pre-Appeal Brief Request are as follows: 



1) The Final Office Action 

Claims 12-21 stand rejected as being unpatentable over Schroder, et al (U.S. 
Patent No. 7,102,329 B1, hereinafter "Schroder") and further in view of Hanselmann 
(U.S. Patent No. 7,116,634 B1, hereinafter "Hanselmann"). 

It is stated that the Applicant's arguments filed October 8, 2008 have been fujly 
considered but the arguments are not persuasive. 
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ARGUMENTS 
Issue 1 

There is insufficient support for the rejection of claims 12-21 under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a). The present invention, in one embodiment, discloses managing configuration of 
a network in a management centre, the network having a plurality of target objects, 
remarkable in that it comprises: elaborating a model of the network to be managed; 
identifying a plurality of target objects to be configured in the network; validating the 
changes to be made upon configuration of the plurality of target objects; and, if all 
changes have been validated: finding a sequence of target routers that provides 
continuous connectivity to the management centre; and configuring each of the target 
routers. Thus, thanks to the present invention, the network administrator can 
concentrate on actual network-wide object management instead of complex and time- 
consuming distributed, per-element implementation. 

In contrast, Schroder is related only to operations on a single router and is not 
concerned with the relation among routers, e.g., the topology of the network. As such, 
Schroder also fails to teach a management centre as recited in the claims since 
Schroder is only concerned with forwarding traffic for a single router while that single 
router receives a software upgrade. Schroder, in the passage cited by the Examiner, 
discloses interruption of service in order to upgrade/reload software and a "hot swap" of 
software. Neither technique described in Schroder teaches the limitations of Applicant's 
claims. Namely, Schroder fails to at least teach "finding a configuration sequence of 
target routers...". 

The present invention, as recited in independent claims 12 and 17 is concerned, 
in one embodiment, with the finding a configuration sequence of target routers in order 
to maintain continuous connectivity to the management center. In Schroder, no such 
configuration sequence of target routers is taught, disclosed, or suggested. In fact, it 
can be said that Schroder teaches away from finding a configuration sequence of target 
routers since Schroder is only concerned with swapping old software for new software 
in a router without disrupting traffic flowing through that single router. 

In addition, the Examiner concedes that Schroder fails to teach "finding a 
configuration sequence of target routers associated with said target objects that 
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provides continuous connectivity to said management centre." See Office Action, 
Section 3, paragraph 3. In order to cure the Examiner's perceived deficiency of 
Schroder, Hanselmann is cited. 

Applicant respectfully traverses the Examiner's characterization of the 
Hanselmann reference. Hanselmman discloses a sequence number associated with 
data , where the sequence number of the data is used by an active router and a standby 
router in order to recover a data connection. See Hanselmann, Abstract. Applicant's 
claims recite a finding a configuration sequence of target routers not a sequence 
number of data as taught by Hanselmann. The Examiner cites Hanselmann (col. 1 , 
lines 10-37) and Hanselmann (col. 1, line 63 - col. 2, line 19) as teaching "a 
configuration sequence of target routers". Hanselmann only discloses that a host 
forwards traffic to a virtual router. In Hanselmann, the virtual router includes physical 
active and standby routers where traffic is directed to one of the standby routers when 
the active router fails. Clearly, Hanselmann does not teach "finding a configuration 
sequence of target routers", as recited by Applicant's claims. As such, Schroder and 
Hanselmann, in any permissible combination fail to teach, disclose, or suggest what is 
recited by Applicant' s independent claims 12 and 17. 

In view of the above arguments, Applicant respectfully asserts that independent 
claims 12 and 17 are patentable over the cited art. Claims 13-16 and 18-21 are 
patentable at least by virtue of depending from their respective base claims. Therefore, 
the allowance of claims 12-21 is respectfully requested. 
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CONCLUSION 



In view of the foregoing remarks, the Applicant believes all of the claims currently 
pending in the Application to be in a condition for allowance. The Applicant, therefore, 
respectfully requests that the Panel withdraw all rejections and issue a Notice of 
Allowance for all pending claims. 



Respectfully submitted, 



Date: March 16. 2009 




Registration No. 53,987 



Ericsson Inc. 

6300 Legacy Drive, M/S EVR 1-C-11, Piano, TX 
(972) 583-4859 

thomas . bethea.j r@ericsson . com 
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